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The two main  aspec ts  o f  d iscourse  are  organ iza t ion  and conten t .
The sub jec t  o f  the  present  inves t iga t ion  is  coherence,  tha t  i s ,
connectedness  o f  conÈent .  Those aspec ts  o f  d iscourse  organ iza t ion
which  have l i t t le  o r  no  bear ing  on  conten t ,  w i l l  be  a l l  bu t
d is regarded fo r  tha t  reason.  The tu rnsys tem,  fo r  example ,  w i l l
a p p e a r  t o  b e  s u c h  a n  a s p e c t  ( s e e  c h .  3 ) .
Throughout,  the viewpoint wi l l  be taken here that theory is
in te res t ing  so  fa r  as  i t  serves  descr ip t ion  and makes us  aware  o f
aspec ts  o f  rea l i t y  tha t  o therw ise  wou ld  remain  h idden.  The
mater ia l  descr ip t ion  and ana lys is  i s  cen t ra l .  Theory  tha t  cannot
be  made to  f i t  descr ip t ion  or  shed any  l igh t  on  re levant  aspecÈs
o f  n a t u r a l  d i s c o u r s e ,  w i l l  b e  l e f t  a s i d e .  N o t  t h e  l e a s t  r e a s o n  f o r
th is  i s  tha t  i t  w i l l  be  a t tempted to  descr ibe  the  process  o f
d i s c o u r s e  a s  i t  d e v e l o p s  i n  t h e  i n t e r a c t i o n  o f  t h e  p a r t i c i p a n t s .
S t a t i c  a n d  a - p r i o r i s t i c  c a t e g o r i e s  o f  d e s c r i p t i o n  w i l l  t h e r e f o r e
b e  o f  l i t t I e  u s e .  T h e y  w i l l  b e  d i s c u s s e d  i n  t h a t  l i g h t  a n d ,  i f
p o s s i b l e ,  a d a p t e d ,  o r  o t h e r w i s e  d i s c a r d e d .  ! í e  w i l l  t r y  t o  f o l l o w
the d iscourse  par t i c ipants !  what  they  say ,  how they  appear  to
interpret and connect,  how they formulate as they do and why, how
they  es t ina te  each o ther 's  background,  knowledge,  ab i l i t ies  and
a t t i t u d e s .
There  are  qu i te  a  few o ther  reasons  fo r  mak ing  theory  dependent
on  ana lys is  in  the  domain  o f  d iscourse .  As  we can see in  many a
cont r ibu t ion  t .o  tex t l ingu is t i cs ,  theory  has  o f ten  been based on  so
c a l l e d  c l e a r  c a s e s ,  o D  f i c t i t . i o u s  e x a m p l e s  o r  f o r m a l  u s e s  o f
language.  I t  i s  there fore  no t  surpr is ing  tha t  such theory  has  no t
prov ided us  w i th  a  se t  o f  adequate  descr ip t i ve  ca tegor ies  fo r
dea l ing  w i th  o rd inary  d iscourse ,  as  w i l l  be  shown in  the  f i rs t  few
chapters .  Def in i t ions  based on  tex t l ingu is t i c  theory  p ro f fe r
ins igh t  tha t  i s  no t  seLdom in  conf l i c t  w i th  f ind ings ,  ideas ,  and
concepts  advanced in  more  descr ip t i ve ly  o r ien ted  d isc ip l ines  l i ke
e thnography ,  e thnomethodo log ica l  soc io logy ,  an thropo logy ,  and so
on.  Th is  w i l l  be  seen to  be  the  case w i th ,  fo r  example ,  the  no t ion
o f  t o p i c .
Theor ies  l i ke  the  la t te r  a im a t  a  more  d i rec t  re la t ionsh ip  be tween
observab le  en t i t ies  on  the  one hand and theore t ica l  imp lementa t ion
and exp lanat ion  on  the  o ther .
I{e wi l l  t ry then to develop in this book a dynarnic nodel of
d iscourse  ana lys is ,  and app ly  th is  to  coherence.  A  se t  o f
hypotheses  concern ing  coherence w i l l  be  fo rmula ted ,  tes ted  in  the
descr ip t ion  o f  a  lengthy  f ragment  o f  conversa t ion  (ch .  5 ) ,  and
d iscussed in  de ta i l  in  the  las t  chapter .
I f  I  have been too  harsh  w i th  regard  to  some ideas  or  theor ies  o r
proponents of these, perhaps the fol lowing quotat ion from Kuhn
( : . .977 )  may be  mi t . iga t ing :
'Proponents  o f  d i f fe ren t  theor ies  speak  d i f fe ren t  languages
-  languages express ing  d i f fe ren t  cogn i t i ve  cour i tments ,
su i tab le  fo r  d i f fe ren t  ! Ío r lds .  The i r  ab i l i t ies  to  g rasp  each
other 's viewpoints are therefore inevi tably l in i ted by the
imper fec t ions  o f  the  processes  o f  t rans la t ion  and o f
re fe rence de terminat ion .  n




or theoret ical  not ion can be judged: i t  works or í t  does not work,
i .e .  i t  descr ibes  (and pred ic ts )  re levant  phenomena or  i t  does
not.  My contenÈion is that i t  is possibJ.e to descr lbe var ious
types of pragmatic coherence with the present model,  and even, to
a eertain extent,  predict  how they can be expected t ,o show up in
natural  discourse. No doubt nany improvements can be proposed.
They are welcome.
lGny thanks are due to Simon Dik and Ton van der Geest ,who were
at var ious steges prepared to read this work, suggest improvements
and advise me as to which course to take. They probably would not
l- ike to,  but certainly should not,  be held responsible for the
r e s u l t .
Typing out the manuscript in líordstar is one thing, but converting
i t  into l {ordperfect in order to have i t  pr inted decent ly quite
another .  l l i th  the  la t te r  ec t l v i t y  Í ja l l lng  de  Vr ies  (Computera fde-
l ing  Le t te ren)  was most  he lp fu l .
D . H .
The numbers between sguare brackets refer to footnotes
